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offering [which does require cleanness of hands]. [If when the person 
eats unconsecrated food, he washes hands, he will surely be careful not 
to impart uncleanness to food in the status of heave-offering.] 


R. Simeon b. Eleazar taught in the name of R. Meir, “Hands are in the 
first remove of uncleanness so far as unconsecrated food [is 
concerned], and in the second remove of uncleanness so far as food in 
the status of heave-offering [is concerned]. [In both instances, 
unwashed hands then have the power to invalidate unconsecrated food 
and heave-offering food for use by people who are cultically clean.]” 


Shall we then say that R. Simeon b. Eleazar concurs with the view 
[only] of R. Aqiba? 


For we have learned there: He who pokes his hands into a house 
afflicted with nega [a Father of uncleanness] — ‘His hands are ii 
the first remove of uncleanness, “‘ the words of R. Aqiba. And 
sages say, “His hands are in the second remove of 

uncleanness” [M. Yad. 2:1A-C]. [Agiba maintains that if 
contaminated by something that is a Father of uncleanness, the hands 
become unclean in the first remove. Sages do not concur that the hands 
enter the first remove. ] 


[The Mishnah] concurs with rabbis [not with Agiba] there. What is 
their reason here [for maintaining, as they do, that the hands are not 
unclean in the first remove and so do not affect unconsecrated food at 
all]? If you merely tell a person that his hands are in the second 
remove so far as uncleanness is concerned [in which case the hands 
affect heave-offering but not unconsecrated food], he will nonetheless 
keep away from food in the status of heave-offering. 


[But did sages not decree uncleanness on hands] because of the 
consideration of uncleanness affecting liquids? [Liquids may also 
become unclean by reason of contact with something unclean in the 
second remove. The hands, once made unclean, impart uncleanness to 
liquid, and the liquid thereby becomes unclean in the first remove. For 
that reason, sages decreed uncleanness affecting the hands, so that they 
will not affect liquids.] 


[I] But should the hands be deemed in the first remove of uncleanness? 


[J] [There is an] argument a fortiori [to prove the opposite, namely, 
that the hands are unclean in the second remove, not in the first 
remove; so far as heave-offering is concerned, they invalidate it, 
but they do not invalidate unconsecrated food at all. 


